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Washington, D.C. 20463 co
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Re: MUR 4634
The Madison Project Incorporated Fund

Dear Mr. Turley:

As indicated by the enclosed designation of counsel, our firm
has been retained to represent The Madison Project Incorporated
Fund and David E. Pearson, its Treasurer ("MPIF"), in connection
with MUR 4634. The complaint underlying MUR 4634 alleges, inter
alia, that John H. and Ruth Stauffer made contributions to MPIF
which were "earmarked" as contributions to be directed to the 1996
Brownback for Senate Campaign. The contributions received by MPIF
from the Stauffers were not "earmarked" or otherwise directed (by
the Stauffers) to the 1996 Brownback for Senate Campaign and,
therefore, MUR 4634 should be dismissed in regard to MPIF.

MPIF is a multicandidate political committee which was active
in supporting federal candidates during 1996. On or about July 20
1996, MPIF received an unsolicited contribution of $2,500 from John
H. Stauffer and an unsolicited contribution of $2,500 from Mrs.
John H. Stauffer. Mr. and Mrs. Stauffer had not previously made
contributions to MPIF, were unknown to MPIF, and had no contact
with MPIF prior to he date of their contributions. The contribution
checks received by MPIF from the Stauffers were not accompanied by
any correspondence and in no way did the Stauffers instruct,
earmark, indicate directly or indirectly, or imply that their
contributions to MPIF should be used for the Brownback for Senate
Campaign. MPIF made no effort to solicit the Stauffer's input on
how MPIF would utilize the contributions.

As part of its normal activities in support of federal
candidates during 1996, MPIF did make a $5,000 contribution to the
Brownback for Senate Campaign. At the time of that contribution (as
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well as at the time the contributions from the Stauffer's were
received) , no one at MPIF had any knowledge that the Stauf f ers were
related to Sam Brownback. The contribution from MPIF to the
Brownback for Senate Campaign was solely based on the decision of
MPIF to support that campaign and was not influenced in any way by
Mr. or Mrs. Stauf fer.

The complaint in MUR 4634 is directed at alleged violations of
the federal election laws by the Stauf f ers and the Brownback for

Ni Senate Campaign. To the extent if any, that the Commission deems
w the complaint as being directed against MPIF, the foregoing
LA presentation concerning the handling by MPIF of the contributions
HI from the Stauf fers demonstrates that MPIF fully complied with the
D federal election laws. As a result, the Commission should vote that
<M there is no reason to believe that MPIF violated the federal
*3 election laws and should dismiss MUR 464 as it pertains to MPIF.
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Respectfully submitted,

Frank M. Northam

FMN/ctb

cc: David E. Pearson
Doug Domenech


